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WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33), 
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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Shroeder et al 
patent 6,535,795. The reference disclose means for decontaminating wastewater 
(column 8, lines 14-15 and column 15, lines 38-46) including coagulation, means of 
measuring water parameters (column 3, lines 50-61), means for controlling and a 
programmable logic controller (PLC). Also, Shroeder et al teach such remote controller 
used for water treatment that includes coagulation and transmits and receives data 
remotely (column 19, lines 55-61). 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ryazanova et a! patent 6,802,981 in view of Shroeder et a! patent 6,535,795. 
Ryazanova disclose means for decontaminating wastewater including coagulation (all 
covered in the Summary of the invention columns 4-5), means of measuring water 
parameters (column 10, lines 8-35), means for controlling and a programmable logic 
controller (PLC, see column 10, lines 8-12). 

The reference is silent as to whether the PLC is a remote controller that receives 
and transmits data remotely. However, Shroeder et al disclose means for 
decontaminating wastewater (column 8, lines 14-15 and column 15, lines 38-46) 
including coagulation, means of measuring water parameters (column 3, lines 50-61), 
means for controlling and a programmable logic controller (PLC). Also, Shroeder et al 
teach such remote controller used for water treatment that includes coagulation and 
transmits and receives data remotely (column 19, lines 55-61). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have combined 
the remote PLC controller with the controlled water treatment system of Ryazanova to 
enable greater control optimizations that incorporate expert systems and neural 
networks. 

Claims 2-6,13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ryazanova et al in view of Shroeder et al as applied to claim 1 above, and further 
in view of Watanabe et al patent 4,014,766. The Ryananova et al system includes, for 
claim 2 and claims dependent therefrom a coagulant stage (column 5, lines 54-64), an 
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accelerated electro-chemical oxidation stage (column 13, line 50-column 14, line 29) 
and a sludge/media handling stage (column 9, lines 8-21). Claim 2 and claims 
dependent thereof additionally require an energized magnetic media filtration stage, (i.e. 
stage such as an electromagnetic treatment stage). Watanabe et al teach water 
treatment that includes coagulation, filtration, sedimentation and an electrochemical 
magnetic treatment stage. It would have been further obvious to have incorporated 
such magnetic treatment stage of Watanabe to promote sedimentation separation of the 
floe generated by the coagulation stage. For claims 3,6,13 and 14, Ryazanova also 
disclose various tanks or reservoirs and overflow and underflow outlets 4,1 1,18. For 
claims 4 and 5, sensors or probes which meansure ion concentrations and pH, DO and 
TDS are included (column 10, lines 25-32). 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ryazanova et al in view of Shroeder et al as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Watanabe et al patent 4,014,766, as applied to claim 2 and still further in view of 
Brunsell PGPUBS Document US 2005/0218077. Claim 15 differs in requiring 
additionally, a sludge and media handling stage that includes a dryer/separator for 
separating low density materials, a cyclone and a magnetic separator in a sludge 
handling stage Brunsell teach such combination of separation units (paragraph 81). 
It would have been also obvious to have incorporated such separation units to separate 
different types of sludge contaminants that can be concentrated and recycled for reuse. 

Claims 7-12 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
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base claim and any intervening claims. Claims 7-12 are objected to in view of recitation 
of the coagulation stage including a reactor that in turn encompasses a grinder, 
loosening means and energized media bed. The cited prior art does not envision a 
treatment stage that encompasses all of coagulation, grinding or comminuting, 
loosening and an energized media bed. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
tlie examiner should be directed to Joseph Drodge at telephone number 
571-272-1 140. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 
8:30 AM to 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Wanda Walker, can reached at 571-272-1 151 . The fax 
phone number for the examining group where this application is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either private PAIR or Public 
PAIR, and through Private PAIR only for unpublished applications. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you 
have any questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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